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therapy, and selected instructional stfrategies were combined to provide high  °
communication apprehensive studénts with foundational confidence, skills, v 4

.and principles in communication. .

Pre- and 'post-PRCA scores, instructor observations of behavior, course- X
evaluations, and self-reports of pre- and’ post-anxieties and'skills reveal that .
for high communicatien apprehensive students alternative insgtruction was superior *
to regular classroom instruction. * '

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS *
e MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY q/ .
o B < 2
Thomas L. Newhouse
. . Elizabeth Wing Spooner - .
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES ‘ " - .

S ’ INFORMATION CENTER [ERIC).” S

\
»

Paper presented at the annual qbnventioq of the Western Speech Communication
> Association, Denver, -February 20, 1982.

- 1
-
x .
1 4 .
. - >

<t
’
-

. -
N .




. vy !
. . . -~
. ’ - * ~ ‘
A Skills Development and Apprehension-Reduction Program
for Communication Apprehensive/Reticent Students:

. .- An Alternative to Basic Course Instruction

‘[ ~ ,‘. . \ * - g
Lo ‘ \ PR ¢
d ~ ‘ . 3 4"

The fact has been firmly established that approximately 20% of the

L £

1
college students in the U.S, have high communication apprehensi n,1 and that these

* - [
N students are at a disadvantaze in academia,2 in their future jobs,3 and in their
/ .
P ' .
4
interaction with others. ' Thus,taken together the evidence points to an exten-
L 4 . '

sive ani‘serious problem--on€ that should be, and“is, the concern of communi-

4
1
I3

e cation educators.

’
v * had

It is the negative effects of communication apprehension which hehoove

b . .
educators Lo seek out appropridte counteractive instruction for the communica- .
v

. . ~ \ N R
tion apprehensives to counter those effects. Two general approaches are avail-
able: 1) develop.skills<sso that Eny resident'anxiety does not: lead’' to negative

'
hd .

behavior§ 2) reduce the apprehension so that the students can engage in normal
. s ol . B

’

. t. . ' . . . .

. behavior or at least learn behavior as do nonapprehensive students. Indeed
¢ . &

— B - ) /

the merits of both approaches hgae been well argued in*the speech communic@ation

disc1pline but effective pregrams ‘utilizing both approaches are not well knowm,

g Thi's paper briefly identifies methods used, within each approach and ‘describes
* - . /
a program in whlch tH% two approaches are combined f/ﬁ successful results.

-

Within the skills development approach gLe most common counter measure to - .
high communication apprehen51on is regular classroom instruction in public
. % . ‘l\?“ﬂ:’!{?\f
¢ speaking. " That instruction, however, has hot been shownﬁto effectively reduce

‘k, o

communication apprehension for those with high communication apprehension’nor to

. 4

- effectively deVelop the skills of those with high communication apprehension. -~ ’
Althouéh the level of communicagzgn apprehénsion has been shown to drop for a

= . public speaking class,5 evidence exists, which indicates that for approximately
< ‘ [ N '
25% of the students communication apprehension is increased.éw Such evidence is
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collaborated by the, feported observations of several communication scholars

. - that.}q; many high commugication.apprehensives public spfakidg courses in-

[}

7
crease communicatipn apprehension.
‘ 2 ‘ .
Some evidence shows that skills training in public speaking does reduce
< ) [N . b ‘
N speech anxiet:y.8 That evidence howéver{ does not seem applicable to regulii

»

. ®

ciassroom(instruction since it is based upon results from groups whica were
treated quite unlike regular students: the students were homogeneously groupeg
such that all had high speech anxiety, and the subjects were given special atten-"

< ' tion, a condition not av?ilable in regular classrooms. Furthermore,.t?e studies

only address speech anxiety, one state of communication apprehension, and there- {r';.
fore, one must be reluctant to generalize the results %o a reduction in communi-
L . (
N\
cation apprehension,, especially since Weissberg and-Lamb found that public . —

7’

- speaking training did not reduce general anxiet:y.9 'The conviction that regular

[

public speaking instruction is not sufficient for those with high yommunicaéion

* \
apprehens;On'has given rise to a number of alternative methods within each of ’
’ r - R . .
! the two approaches. ' A
. ; ~ . " - ’ -, P L

. Within_ﬁhe approach of reducing anxiet;. a popular hethod of reduciﬁg‘
communication apprehension ‘has been systematic desensitization. Ahcording to

-self-repértslo and behavioral observatidﬁéll'systematié desensitization has

.
s .
-

. "™en §hown to be effective in reducing ¢ommunication apprehension in most cases
4 °

- s 4

of state and trait communication apprehension. 1

. v o-

s

' e

e " Recently cognitive restructuring has been argued to be a superior. alter-
: 12" ‘ . N
native to systematic desensitization, some evidence shows that it indeed “has

~ ¢

merit when applied to speech anxiety,'one state 4f communication appréggnsion.l%
¢ « . ) Lt Yiy : ~~
Cognitive restructuring combined with systema'tic,desensftization is also a suc-

" N

. T 14 . % —
- cessful method of reducing speech ankiety. .. Studies .have not beé‘crepprted to .
\ < .- . : € '
’ establish that these most recent methods are superior to systematic desensitzation

Fal - N - o . . .
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for reducing trait communication apprehe§sion.

1 Within the approach of developing_compunication skills so that anxiety, .

Al

\
. 1if remaining, does not 1ead td negative behavior, the most popular method is

13

that\known variously as rhetoritherapy, goal analysis, and reality therapy
/
By design this method does not focus only on high communication apprehensions

as the cause of communieation deficiency, although anxiety is regarded as inte-

.

gral to reticent behavior.15 The assumthpn underlying rhetoritherapy is that .
anxiety is inc1dental to the main problem of insuffiiiena skills which are likely

thg indirect cau}e of anxiety in the ﬁirst place; thus, rhetoritherapy attempts

P
N v

1
to develop appropriate behavior’irrespective of whatever anxiety is preSent. 6
Positive, appr0pr1ate behavior is developed through a goal setting procedure

in which the students 1earn to establish accomplishable goals, ascertaip behavior

.

indicative of goal achievement develop appropriate plans of. actions, and carry

out the plans for gpal fulfiilment.17 ’.u ) ‘

o
. ¥ 2

Student_self-reports and subjective instructor observations regeal that ’

rhetoritherapy is successful in altering behavior and thereby reducing thé®~

i

likelihood of experiencing the negative results of communication apprehensmn.18

.

However, the amount of communication apprehension reduction is pot'known. Studies

which have tested skills:training.in specifjc matters of dati‘ng19 and group dis-.
Cussion20 show a reduction in performance anxiety. - In addition, the above med—

tioned studies on reduction of speech anxiety by skills training suggest that

.
.

~ . .
skills training can lead to anxiety reduction. ' s

v
.

To summarize ‘the’ literature; ‘both approaches to counteracting communication
’ .

apprehension have merit. Although different in strategies, the two approaches
? L) - b

)

mayﬁae combined to yield a balanced program. 1In other wordS, some students may

indeed have resident skills although communication anxiety preempts their mani-

o
' s e, .
. L] - d

festation, and some students may indeed have communication anxiety® because they

v . N
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do ndt possess skills, and some students may have both insufficient skills

and communication anxiety independent of the lack of skilld. In an effort to

maximize the possibility of counteracting the negative effects of high communi-

~

cation apprehension or reticence, .both approaches may well be cbmbined Such

A -~ - v’ < . .
a conclusion is supported by sbome, researchers' observation that a combination

of a variety of successful methods should be employed for the variety of

v v

21+ ) . T

.

. students needing help. . . - N .

-

The temainder of this paper describes a program in which the two general

approaches were combined. Employed i the program were systematic desénsitiza-

A

tion, rhetoritherapy, and selected_inst(uctional\strategies‘qpch made the program
Ce . ‘ .

" a viable communication course for reticen;/high communication apprehensive students.b

! . / » . ’ N N -

. . T T ALhe Program -, - \

In actuality, the program was.an alternative course id communication.
The students worked directly ou resolving apprehension,‘developing skill%,'and

-} ° v s .
. .

1earning principlés within the’ three areas of interpersonal communication,JgrOup‘

communication and public speaking The three areas were each emphasized since“c

-

/
credit for mastering the alternative course was to be awarded in any one«Qf the .

.-

univers1ty s three introductory cOurses representing-each of the surveyed'areas. ‘

Although the special ‘section did not Haye the depth of. iAstruction in any one -

, area ‘ag did the :espective introductory course, we and the university recognized

.‘that the specialized instruction wbuld be as meaningful to reticent students as

s e e 7 .

1~ . __;) .
would regular instruction to nonreticent students. 'Since we sought to introduce

+

fundamental theory and to deVelop foundational skills in.each area, we called *

. -
“ .

the alternative instruction Foundations in Human Communication.

> » . .

o ) v . . T .
Course design and strucfure , \ ' - . :

oo Thescourseuwas cééA taught by two instructors in order to utilize the e

* expertise shat jone’ had obtainednas an intern in retoritherapy and one\had e
‘ . . — ., . . .

él ‘."
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obtained as an intern in systematic desensitization. The instructers met -/

weekly to evaluate the,previous/plass meeting, plan the next meeting, and

é
a

1disguss the progress of the students, , —_ . ‘

‘the‘two groups were reversed.
L1

In order to-fit the 'schedules of the majority of students, the class
. . # - .

. . . . .. y
met in the evening from 7:00 to ‘10:00 once a week. Usually th’irst hour of

« .

£ .
the class was devoted to theoretical material and everyone met in the same room.

» —_

For the second hour the class was split into two groups. One group'received

7

systematic desensitization while the other group engaged in a classroom actlvity

related to the theory previously discussed. During the third hour of the class

1
v

-~ .

Screening L. ) ' -

1 P
In order to identiiy reticent students or those with high communication *

5 < +

apprehension, two screening methodsiwere employed during the first lecture hours.

- \
of the three introductory speech communication éourSes. T&ese two;methods are

0

commonly employed in systematic desensitizatian 4nd rhetoritherapy programs

, around the country.

The Personal Report of Communication-Apprehension (PRCA)2 was administered

Cem

and students with a score of 88 or above, the critenion‘for hfgh communIcation
y . , £ Y .

apprehension, were contacted to attend an interview. Students were also given

- .

a list of six descriptors of reticént béhaviors, and those who felt that they .
experienced some or 'all of these symptoms were asked to come for an interview .
: , 5

at specified times. e . .

Throuéh the r)ersonal if&views the. students were guided to a realistic

1

¢ -
. assessment of their communication needs, and they were oriented to the Ooals

and procedures of the. program. The decieioni?o enter the program was left up

to the student. Ten students enrolled in the class.

v - .’

€ .




Rhetoritherapy

t

f . . .
.The skills instruction was patterned after and included many of the

—

same procedures as the Option.D program, directed by Dr. Gerald Phillips," at

’

[ Lo 0

the Pennsylvania State University. For a complete description of this pro—

gram, the proceedings paper by DeBoer, Corey, and Metzger from the 1976 Speech

4 . .

. 23
Communication Association convention may be condulted. .
!

- . At‘both the beéinning and the end of the course, students were required .

]

to write a paper describing what communication strengths and weaknesses they -

’

had and how they would like to communicate differently. ‘Each stydent brought ] \i
- the first paper to an individual conference with one of the instructors, At

N (\ \ - Ty

*  this conference the instructor used the paper to help the! student decide on his L

.

-or her first communication goal. The paper at the end of the quarter enaﬁied

- s
" . - -

‘the student and the instructors to assess his or her progress. ,In the first
¢ © ) A L4 . \.,4

., two weeks of the course -the process of goal preparation was taught using Robert

4 .
* 0

- . . \
\ . a

Mager's' book, Goal Anadysis. Receiving particular attention was the difference

L]

r between desireable and 'doable" goals. Desireable goals are vague statements
. 7 .

. . ~ . .

of an intended state; as is, "to become a good communicator." Doable’goals

.
.

- are statements of intended observable behagiprs, as is, "'to stand in front of |

L]

. the class and give a public speech for five minutes."” Witl doable goals

- 4

- .
students are directed to specific preparatory activities, and they are able to C\ .

. ) ‘ 3 -‘ ' .\ ' 1
ilt measure their progress. . With only a desirable godl reticent students have a - . .
- - AN . &

. propensity to*disavow progress.u _ o, . . . f :

* ‘- . ’ % . A - ’ « A ' ’ T N \ e
’ d Students were required tb set, accomplish and report on at least three

€ o
[N n

, Scommunication goals. ‘The goals\follpwed a gradual progression which started . -\

c

4

, -with an;interpersonal communication goal such as striking up a conversation with - =~ %

v . . » . . ‘

a stranger at a party and which cu1m1nated with a public speech to the class'

hence, the goals becama succeedingly more difficult. For the most part students

. ¢




v . .
*  made their own decislons about what gpals to assume. This allowed the

L 8

students to personalize the course dnd its content.

- ~
»

Systematic desensitization.

-
¢ ’

T ’ .
Systematic desensitization was administered.-according to the detailed
B N N
\ [
guidelines set forth in an article by Dr. James C. McCroskey.25 The rationale

4

for systematic desensitization was presented prior to the first systematic de-
T . '

sens1tizbt10n session. "McCroskey's standaﬂﬁ zbiiege hierarchy was utilized in.

all eight fifty-minute,sessions of systematic desensitization. After about -

'q -

- three sessions,; it'became apparent that some students were moving'up th;
pJ

L3 . "
-

‘ f . - .
hLerarchy more slowly than otlers. We, therefore, divided the class .into a
slow and a fast.group. Thié meaSure particularily facilitated the apprehension
' - W 4 ' : N .
reduction of students whose conperns vere focused on the upper end of the

AY

hierarchy which referenced public speaking.activities. Occasionally students

indicated a susﬁicion that systgmatic desensitization may not be valuable for

[N
. . N

them., When such occurred,.the rationale for systematic desensitization was

- .

again presented.
e

Theory instruction

-
-

3

Fundamental communication theory in the areas.of intrapersonal communi-

R . ' ’

cation, interpersonal communication, group communicatign, and public speaking

a . .
—

was presented through a survey textbook and classroom lectures. Although several

textbooks could have been selected; Communizzkion by Larry Barker was empliyed

To accent the theory, classroom activities such as the Johari Window exereise,

- v /
» . “

group problem-solving exercises, job interview role plays, and idpromptu

" speeches were conducted.
l .

N

Exercises were selected and'imélemented with the neéds of the students in
mind. For example, we chose a problem-solving exercise which required partici-
-

- -

pation from all-group members in order to derive the correct answer. For, the

L




job interviews two.outsiders who had different‘interviewing styles interviewed

» N . .o

students in Separate classrooms before approaimetely one-half of the students. .

PR B e 9

Thus, by alternating the’ group of observers, each student observed ‘both styles

H .
. . . B 3 . - v -
as well as eMed one style in his interview.

Puring the impromptu 'speaking exercise, students received feedback on - . .
their first speech and then attempted to incerporate this feedback inf a second(
. - . e

speech. This process of feedback and rehearsal was cccassionally used in dndi-.

»

N

vidual conferences with students Qefofe they‘implenented their goals. The
. & . ) '
. students were able to practice their speeches, for example, d4n front of the in-

7/

~

-structor before. they gave the speech in class. One other valuable exercise was : "

. T .
- .

a group sharlng session on the perferance of the first goal. By reporting

on their individual difficulties and qchievements, students were able to not -

only -experience self-disclosure but also to 'see that their concerns were not

. ® . f *
,° . _—
hecessarily unique to them. Above all, this exercise provided eacfgmember w1th -
. N\ '. N R N _ (
group encguragement. . .
Grading l ) ’ ,

The grades awarded in the class were primarily awarded qn a contract
basis. Contract grading is viable in light of pre&ious research which lndicates

that .students have a greater decrease in speech anxiety if they are not subjected

to pressures of g‘rading.27 Furthermore, the contract grading‘system ié consis~

tent with the philosophy that.students make voluntary, individual commitments to

enter the course and to improve on their conimunication. )

8 ' -

Students were guaranteed a "C”‘in the course ff they averaged "g" or better Ca
< & . o

-

on the quiz on goal analysis and a test on communlcation theory, successfully

(Y

completed three goals of/which one was a public speech, completed both self- “ ’
.)7

assessment papers, and attended regularly A "B" or*"A" ik( the’ course re- rl

quired more goals, higher grades on the tests, and near perfect athndance.

s
L . .
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-

. Tavata rad® .
" and instructors, levels of‘perceived anxieties and skills. .The latter 'data
‘/ k] ®

. =

5 e Program Evaluat ion

Iy

. . o ) .
To.determine the degtee of effectivg:ess of the. special instructien,

four data bases were tapped: communication.apprehension levels as shown bi
- - . /

. l“
the PRCA, instEuctor‘observations of behavior, student evaluations of the course

.
-
: v

base resulted from a questionnaire which was a self-report of anxiety perceptions "

¢ . - o ' '

. N . k .
.of communicatjon anxiety and skill levels ‘before ‘the cours@ and after the course. .

cussion, .conversation with authority figures, and, public speaking (see Exhibit 4).

< /
The ‘areas ‘addressed in this questionnaire were social conversation, group dis-

L |

4
To determine if the special instruttion was more benef1cial than regular “instruc-

L Fa B

.tion the data from the speciai class were compared with that from a control group.

™

N . - . 1 . .
The control group, like the special’ class, was:drawn from, fundamentals classes

v -

in speech communication,>and the _same’screening procedure was employed Con— j

\ stituting the control group were fourteen students who attended their regular

n

v

classes as they normal_y/uo\ . © ~ -, .

L) . \

-

. s - > . " . i
Levels of communication apprehension - v _' ¢

N 1 4
& L ’

With respect to: differences between pre- and post-PRCA scores, the

.

special class had a difference mean of 18. 29 and a resultant t value of 3.18

which was .significant at p.<.025 level. With a difference mean of 6.85 and a
t value-of 1.65, the control group's apprehension change was not significant

(p4= .126). Although the difference between.the groups' difference means was

as high as 11.44 (s%pre range,yas.o - 125), it only approachef significance

— N

(t = 1:62,.p = 1.23). The low t value was undoubtedly due to exkreme uariance:

v

\ . ’ v
individual change scores were as much as 22 points higher or 33 points lower

-

A .
than the mean.change score. ' - . !

. . -
. .

Thus, at best, the results’ show that the special class sign1ficanEly'de- b

. . 9

c:eased,in communication apprehension while the contrbl gfoup,did not and that —_

* - F

»
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the improvement of the special class afproached significance whej compared -
N . ) -~ . ’ . A 4 Q ’
to that of the .control group. . co . e Y
* . [} - » of
- . ) . .
Instructor observation ¢ . | S

As instructors of the special class we continually obserVed the b&haV1ors
and behavioral statements of the students. We noted dramatic incqeases in

o . 7 PN . <

amounts of nonverbal expression, social interaction, class discussion, .and

. . - *

\
.

.

) : . ?
1nteresting was the way the students personaliaég their learning ~Rather than

¥
° 2

. . . o \
positive (versus negative) statements of communication encounters: Especially'

.
e

merely acknowledging an understanding of communication a student would expressﬁg

{
Sy
his/her learnxng in terms of what he/she could noy do& For example, instead

of saying, "I have learmed how people communicate with others," they would sa

-

"I can now open up coriservations." In general we concluded, tgat although

‘cussions,'Z) the reticent students demonstrated high anxiety, in public communi—.

t s - '

progress varied among the students, all exhibited a significant reduction of .

- 4 t A

anxiet§ and devélopment'of communication skills. T

Unfortunately, due to cqmplications in proCedures,and cooperabion dbSEKT
vat iofr data for the control group is negligable, nonetheless three general
. f [N
themes were evident: 1) “the reticent students participated little in dis-

[ . ~.

>

-’

_eation situations, and 3) the reticent students progressed only moderately

a
-

' N - A

in their abilities to communicate effectively. T
Ve . 5~ M \

Incomplete as the control data is, we can only. conclude that, the specia1

~ . f ) 2 ..

instruction helped studénts improve in their'communicat;\n°and that it is |
. ! - . o ‘ .

doubtful that similar improvement results from regular classroom instruction.

[y

v . . 4+

. . - ~

L

Levels of perceived.anxieties and abilities < N - A-

" At the conclusion of the quarter each group‘responded to questionnaires

. e’
. - .~ .

/

which asked the students fo assess levels of communicatiqn anxieties and skills .

.
» . »

they per}eived they had. . both before and after completing the course. .Calcula-

-

v

tionis of t values for the special class revealed that ‘all eight of the differen;es

\J

, . A » .

.- - ’ .
' : 1 '
. [ Q- . -
. * ’ - .

B

.

’

~ »
/;‘:

"




building friendships.

£

*

between before and after assessments were significant at the p <.0l level.

-

In other words, in the areas of group disCussion, speaking with persons of

higher status, strikiné up acquaintances and building friendships, and making

. . ) . _ .
oral reportsy the students in the special class perceived large positive changes

. in both their anxieties and their’ abilities. For the control group, only four
s . . N

of the eight paired comparisons were significant at the p <.0l level, although

-

six were significant at the p<.05 level. Not significant were the subjects’
- T 3

perceptions of the extent their abilities had changed in the two areas of

speaking with persons of higher status and of striking up acquaintances and

[

-

" For each group cumulative change scores were calcilated and compared. }%e

resultant t of 2.42, significant at the p<.025 level, revealed that the special

instruction led to a higher peréeption of progress than did regular instruction.

e

Course and instructor evaluations

Except for aatters‘Qeaying with the textbook; the special class' pean
ratings for all areas indexed by the course and instructor evaluation were
2.0 or 1owerg Translated-according to the.questionnaire's descriptors, these
rdtings indicate’that_the instruction in each area was from "above average"

to "excellent." The two means pertaining to the textbook fell between "average"

-

and "above average."
. Compared to the control group's mean ratings for ai;‘;;éas indexed, ,
the speciéf?clasé' meanlﬁ?tings'were more positive (lower). A t-test on the

c&mbosite mean ratings indicated that the.special cldss had a significantly

L4

more pSSitiVG (lower), assessment of the instruction than did the control group

. -
o
.

('t = 1079’ p‘<005)0' .(Q A ' -
om, -, ; . .
Related to the§course and instructor evaluations were three addendum . -

-

~

items which were compleﬁed by -those in the specfal class. The first item set
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12

concerned the extent which the specidl foundations course was actuidlly a

. " threatening experience in comparison 'with the extent which the studehts pre- ..
viously thought a communication course would be threatening. No significant
difference was found. The second item concerned the extent to which the T, e ‘

students thought the speé¢ial section should be available to other students

with high communication anxiety. On a scale ranging from "1" as "very-large

-

extent" and "5" as "very little extent,™ the mean.was 1.60. _The finalgitem .

concerned the extent which each student thought the course’ had bengfited him/her.

¢

N

On a similar scale as the above item, the meaﬁﬂrating was 1.70.

. Discussion -

The progress attained by the students cannot be attributed specifically

~ A 4

to systematic desensitization, rhetoritherapy, or other aspects of the special
instruction. WNo doubt, the approgches collaborated in making the students com-—

fortable and -capable in communi%gtion. InMany case, the argument gver causes °’

‘

should not deny the &ffects of the.instruction. They'are a decrease in communi-

cation apprehension, ’én iner%’aée‘i?communication skil;l:s, and a significant. vo-

-

-

positive perception,of progress. . .
For the reticent student the perception of improved abilities day be as°

important as the ability ig;elf. Indeed, many-reticent students apﬁear capable

-

of the variety of communication acts which they fear, but they are convinced

]
that they are not capable. Thus,an important outcome of the special instyuction
is the std&ents'_significantly better perception of their progress than that

attained by reticent students in the regular classroom. ¢

v
-

4
Althdugh not as effet¢tive as special instruction, regular instruction will

A
-

yield, some perceived progress. Unfortunately, not all reticert students-will,

»

flor €an’, endure the pain in order to éxperignce the benefit. Even if, all students

s °

stayed in regular communication classes, 'we could not, based on the results of

. u
< .
- M x
.
o
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this stldy, expect.them to experiegce either the breadth or the depth of
e 0 ’ . 9
perceived improvement as they would with SpEcial instruction.

&

°

. The ‘special class' comparativel§'better perception of progress very
. : ’ . N 2
likely contributed to its comparatively higher evaluation of the.course and

thesinstructors. « Although a number of factors may have influenced’the assess-

@

. ment, we thinﬁ that the priimary reason thatgihe evaluation is ppsitive is that

» the students regarded the instruction as appropriate for them. In any case,

in the v1ew of the students, ‘the combination of approaches which we employed was

-
v

of high quality, and the special instruttion was more. satisfactory than regular :

™S

classfoom instruction. - . ' . . .

-

For the reticent students, bettet instruction does not mean less threatening

instruction. The special class regarded the course as a more threatening ex-

. . -
~ 2

'perience than Jvhat they had perceived a communication cburse would be. Several
y o ' '
factors appear‘to have led to greafer tBreat. First, the special class was o

s

] * ~

small in size; copsequently, the students could not as easily withdraw from class .-,
discussion as they normally wohld.t Secondly, because two instructors were

present in the small clasgs, the students ‘expetiepced more instructor contact

. ’ & -

than they'usualiy experience. Third, class discussion and group exercises were

commonplace activities that could not be avoided by the reticent students. Fourth,

- N v

the special class was structured so that students moved to progressively more

|

L A
challenging communication acts; thus, they were: not allowed to experience anxiety

-

k)

once and then relax.

. \k\ Perhaps the most remarkable finding of this project'is that inspite of the

3

threat experienced in the .special class, the students thought the class usefd1:

and they highly recommended it for continuance. Apparently the students re-
/' ’
tognized value in engaging in the anxiety producing communication acts, and

they found that the anxiety costs were offset by suitable developmental benefits.
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Lo

Although the fedching SqrategﬁFs were instrumental in producing poéi—

3 L

tive results, some other factors associated' with the special class merit men-

<
.

- ) \ ’
tion. First, a student's consideration of the session was Likelz an admission .

of a problem. °By openly admitting the(probleq the student could deal with it

4 :
directly. Second, a student”s voluntary enjoinment to the section probably be- -

came 2 psychological commitment to work on the problem. Third, participatfon
. . ’ /

with oily students who had the “same problem likely became therapeutic in that a

* student could feel that* the others understood him/her. .Important to note is
..

.

the fact that evern these incidental contributions to success are not normally

! >

available in regular classroom instruction. ' ' ‘

~ Al

> 3 L .
X N Alternatives to the Program

’
IS .

Although our method of instruction was successful, we recbgnize séy@rali

-

things that could be done for improvement. With a class of more than ten
students, it would be difficult to conduct classroom activities and still in-

<& N .
clude an hour for systematic desensitization. Systematic desensitization could

- and )

be offered as an out—ofj%lass, fequired atti;ity. .Two réaéouébi; scheduled ses-
. .

sions each week would ,accommodate the students. =
< ' . ) ’
To assist with systematic Qesensiﬁization and classroom exertises, an in-

stfuctor should have an assistant. .One option is to acquire a capable speech

. . N

communication major. Another is to use a student who has previously gone

& »

through the program. The usefulness of the"latter option has been noted in a
. 53 s

s , ) ‘ . ‘ .

previous érojecﬁlzg ! e . .

Because reﬁicent ‘students typically expef&ence more apprehension in

[y
. e

public speaking than in other commlinication activities, the systematic desen-

’

sitization perhaps should be completed before the public speeches are given.

Eight sessions of syst;matic desensitization normally field a significant re- -

. . R 2 : -~
duction of communication apprehension; ? therefore, that part of the course can

\ <

- 186

.’




- ‘. , . , ‘
¥ be set forth and then rank'ordered. ‘ ’

. . N L

vy

= B - . -
. ! >

Lauafiy be'completedy§2fore two-thirds of the course is over.t -

& . v

3o, The hierarchy of communication situations—used in systematic desensi-

o - -~ -

L

tization* may be determined by the class. Apprehension producing stimuli’ could ,

- . ~
)

> ) . P ] - P ] ,

A If time allowed and if the instructor obtained adequate tra&ning, cdéniti&e

restructuring could be included in the class™activities. Clasi}£iscuésions
could emphasize 1) how communication anxiety is often caused by illogical self-
defeating, and anxiety arousing thoughts; 2) how negative self—statements are

‘ identified; "and 3) how coping statements are constructegd and employed. The

.students could incorporate coping statements into their preparation for. each

communication goal. Coping statements could be listed on the preparation sheet

‘and practiced as part of the respective preparatory activities. A* thorough

explanation of cognitive restructuring procedures has been reported by Fremouw

and Scotf.30 N ) (

. ‘
~

Conclusion

.o~ P

: o The strength of the combination approach appears to be that it addresses

kﬁ the students' problems whether they are in apprehension, deficient skills, or
o ) : ! . _

both. Because theoretical instruction\EaQ\Pe offered in conjunction with the

corrective measures, the entire’ program constitutes viable communication in-

struction. ) *

One objection to some corrective programs is that insufficient moneyzlna
time are available. The alternative instructional approach bypasses these ob- .

jections because it does not require additional staff. In a'mnltiple section

d course-one already existing section may be designated as the alternate ‘section.

In ‘other words, students with communication concerns resulting from high com-  °

"~ ) -
munication apprehension could be reassigned to a common section.

/“'
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With severe communication apprehengion\an& withouﬁ,coﬁmhni

[
-

. . tion, and in vocational choices. ‘Thus, theif education i

©

»

skills students are disadvantaged in academic classrov

»

&gl

cation

~

.

Y

ms, in social interac-

EE

s'incomglete without

b

\\\ learning to successfully communicate. Although regular instruction may‘hélp,

, it does not yield the p

L

ositive results of speciaily désignéd instruction. The.

<

special instruction involving both systematic‘desehsitizatiqn, and rhetori~ -

)

.
v

therapy is the very kind of education that the reticent students need.
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, . 1. PERCEPTIONS OF“SKILLS QUESTIONNAIRE - ,
‘Directiong: ~ Before béginning to respond ‘tp the¢ questionnaire,. record -
your social security number in the spaces provided on the mark sense
f?’m. No- other informa‘ti’o‘nd;xeeds'to be supplied at the top of the
ndrk sense form; - To respond to the questigns, indicate -by marking the
- \ spacg which corresponds -t& the extent which ‘fit$s your perception: :
. . . . : S, LT e . *

. % ) ; i o Very .. . JYery

v

’. ' CoL S L+ large | .., ligtle
) ¢ S e ? extent  ~. * extent
1. To what extent did you feelN comfortable 172 3 4 :
.. and confident.in participating insgroup’ :
' discussions before taking this course? ) -

W

2. To what extent de ‘you'-now feel comfortable 1 2 3 4
-y and ‘confident in ~partic‘ipating in group T .
e N .'dlsc‘ussmns?? C . N N .0 " . - .o e y ‘

3. ’J'."Q what Extent do Cyou ‘fhinlc you had the 1l 2 374 -5 &
y ability to participate in roup °dis- °' ‘ .
- ' cussions before %aking thi% coupse?

L)

B
'l

£ 4. To what extent do you now have the T , 1 €2 3 4. 5
" ability fo participate in group dig- /-~ i .,
! ‘cussions? . | 6 . B . .

5. To What extent did you fegl comfortable . .:1° 2 3 4 5
" ..and confideht'in speaking®with persons o
of higher status (e.g., prgféssors® = ° . )
bosses, policemen) before‘tq.king this °
. ¢ . course? . . T
6. . To what extent do you thifk “that you now 1 .2 3 4 5 R
. .. Tfeel.comfortable and confident- in, speak- ' o . e
i * ing with "persons-of? higher ‘statusy
go o -~ I N . . # . sy ° o ‘ s
g To what extent do mhink-fhat“yw .oo-n. 1 2 3 4 05
fﬁﬁg’;‘- had" the abilities to speak with per- - L - ’
soms "df-higher status before teking - ¥ ° o~
this cougse? . - N | g ¥

8. .TO. what extent do you now: have, the Xy = |
- . abilities to speak with persons of . . ) : -
. highgr status? ., e N

‘e oF °

9. To what extent did you feel *.comfor-:. - 1 2 3 > 5 .
.~ table and confident_in striking up)}J :
dcquaintances and building friends

+ .before taking this coursep

-~

ips

0. To what extent do you now feel comfor- 1 2 . 3 4° 5
J ' table and confident in striking up -~ - ' S '
ot acquairitances and building friendships?

1. To.what extent dd you think you had the * Y 1 2 3 4 5
abilities ‘j.-q,:gtrike_ up acquaintances : - C .
and 'bui)ld Triendships before taking. *this’ . o
course” s = A -« .

<% .2 To what extent do you now have ‘the apili-"- ¢« 1 2 3 4 5
ties to strike up acquaintancesg, apd byixa .
Jriendshipg® . (RGP

4 - -
» I " .
o o e oveK
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13. To what extent did you feel comfortable
" and gonfident in-m

14.

[

15.

. 16.

N . 3 . .

. ing oral reports
- -in public sitpati
thi's course?, :

! S

“To what extent do you now feél comfor- .

table ‘afid confident in making'oral

" reports in public-situations ?

To what extent'do you think you had

the' abilities to maké oral reports in
Jpublic situations before taking this
course? ) . =

~

To what extent do you now have the -

»abllities to make oral reports in -
public situations? ‘
) 6
~3 “
2

bvba{‘or(} “taking
SR , <
? .

Very

. .~ large

extent
. »
N \'

I

-

~ 4

g

Very
Aittle
extent

3 4.5
3 .4 5
-
34 5
3 4 5
i
=
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